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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office action is in response to the claims election filed 5 July 2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

Claims .4-12 and 15-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morris et al (US Patent 6,097,389), hereinafter Morris, and Iwema et al (US Patent 7,137,077), 
hereinafter Iwema. 

Regarding claim 4, Morris teaches a method for creating a sequential media 
presentation, providing graphic elements that represent media (taught as the thumbnail 
representation of an image file, at col. 13, line 63 through col. 4, line 8), and displaying desired . 
media corresponding to the graphic elements (taught as the display of selected media in an 
album, at col. 2, lines 12-22). 

Morris fails to explicitly teach drawing a line that intersects some of the graphic elements 
to select desired media from the media. 

Iwema teaches a method for selecting graphical objects in systems similar to that of 
Morris. Furthermore, Iwema teaches drawing a line that intersects some of the graphic 
elements to select desired media from the media (taught as the use of a "freefbrm selection 
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path" for selecting desired graphical objects, at col. 3, lines 46-60, usable with graphical objects 
such as icons and images, at col. 8, lines 49-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Morris and Iwema before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Morris to include the freeform selection of Iwema. One would have been motivated 
to make such a combination for the advantage of increased selection freedom and flexibility. 
See Iwema, col. 3, lines 28-37. 

Regarding claim 5, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the freeform selection line of Iwema to include the 
claimed drawn arrow. Applicant has not disclosed that drawing an arrow provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in 
the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the 
freeform selection line of Iwema because both the freeform selection line and claimed arrow 
perform identical functions (i.e. selecting desired media). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Morris 
and Iwema to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 6, Iwema teaches drawing a line that intersects some graphic elements 
in a sequential order to select desired media, as a freeform line can inherently select objects in 
any order the user sees fit (col. 3, lines 46-60), and Morris teaches the displaying of the desired 
media including displaying the desired media in the sequential order, taught as the arranging of 
album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and drag-and-drop techniques (col. 
13, lines 37-45). 
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Regardingxlaim 7, Morris teaches graphic elements including text objects that represent 
picture files, taught as the use of dialog boxes for image selection, including lists of available 
documents or files, at col. 1 , lines 34-44. 

Regarding claim 8, Morris teaches the desired media including images, where the 
displaying of the desired media includes collectively displaying the images in a sequential order, 
taught as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and drag- 
and-drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 

Regarding claim 9, Morris teaches changing the sequential order of images in response 
to a user-initiated movement of one of the images to a new position among the images, taught 
as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and drag-and- 
drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 

Regarding claim 10, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the freeform selection line of Iwema to include the 
claimed drawn arrow. Applicant has not disclosed that drawing an arrow provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in 
the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the 
freeform selection line of Iwema because both the freeform selection line and claimed arrow 
perform identical functions (i.e. selecting desired media). Furthermore, a combination of the 
freeform selection tool of Iwema and the image ordering of Morris would result in displaying two 
images at adjacent positions when simultaneously selected and rearranged, as claimed. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Morris 
and Iwema to obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 

Regarding claim 11, Morris teaches sequentially displaying the images in a display 
region in the sequential order, taught as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined 
order through selection and drag-and-drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 

Regarding claims 12 and 15-17, limitations such as "changing said display region with 
respect to at least one of location and size of said display region in response to a user input", 
"resizing some of said images to fit in said display region", "resizing said display region to fit one 
or more of said images in said display region", and "selectively resizing said display region 
between a portrait format and a landscape format based on a format of a current image" are 
well-known in the art of windowed programs and image viewers. The examiner takes OFFICIAL 
NOTICE of these teachings. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, having the teachings of Morris and Iwema before him at the time of the invention to 
include the limitations of claims 12 and 15-17 in the windowed image viewer application of 
Morris and Iwema. 

Regarding claim 18, Morris teaches displaying a list of filenames that represent images, 
(taught as the use of dialog boxes for image selection, including lists of available documents or 
files, at coL 1, lines 34-44) and displaying desired images corresponding to the filenames 
(taught as the display of selected media in an album, at col. 2, lines 12-22). 

Morris fails to explicitly teach drawing an arrow that intersects some of the filenames to 
select desired images from the images. 
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Iwema teaches a method for selecting graphical objects in systems similar to that of 
Morris. Furthermore, Iwema teaches drawing a line that intersects some of the graphic 
elements to select desired media from the media (taught as the use of a "freeform selection 
path" for selecting desired graphical objects, at col. 3, lines 46-60, usable with graphical objects 
such as icons and images, at col. 8, lines 49-60). At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the freeform selection line of 
Iwema to include the claimed drawn arrow. Applicant has not disclosed that drawing an arrow 
provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of 
ordinary skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform 
equally well with the freeform selection line of Iwema because both the freeform selection line 
and claimed arrow perform identical functions (i.e. selecting desired media). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Morris and Iwema before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Morris to include the freeform selection of Iwema. One would have been motivated 
to make such a combination for the advantage of increased selection freedom and flexibility. 
See Iwema, col. 3, lines 28-37. 

Regarding claim 19, Iwema teaches drawing a line (arrow) that intersects some graphic 
elements (filenames) in a sequential order to select desired media, as a freeform line can 
inherently select objects in any order the user sees fit (col. 3, lines 46-60), and Morris teaches 
the displaying of the desired media including displaying the desired media in the sequential 
order, taught as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and 
drag-and-drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 
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Regarding claim 20, Morris teaches collectively displaying the images in a sequential 
order, taught as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and 
drag-and-drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 

Regarding claim 21, Morris teaches changing the sequential order of images in response 
to a user-initiated movement of one of the images to a new position among the images, taught 
as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined order through selection and drag-and- 
drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 

Regarding claim 22, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the freeform selection line of Iwema to include the 
claimed drawn arrow. Applicant has not disclosed that drawing an arrow provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary skill in 
the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform equally well with the 
freeform selection line of Iwema because both the freeform selection line and claimed arrow 
perform identical functions (i.e. selecting desired media). Furthermore, a combination of the 
freeform selection tool of Iwema and the image ordering of Morris would result in displaying two 
images at adjacent positions when simultaneously selected and rearranged, as claimed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Morris 
and Iwema to obtain the invention as specified in claim 22. 

Regarding claim 23, Morris teaches sequentially displaying the images in a display 
region in the sequential order, taught as the arranging of album pictures into a user-defined 
order through selection and drag-and-drop techniques (col. 13, lines 37-45). 
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Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morris, Iwema and Jojic et al (US Patent 7,152,209), hereinafter Jojic. 

Morris and Iwema have been shown to teach a method for displaying a sequential media 
presentation involving image selection through use of a "freeform selection path". 

Morris and Iwema fail to explicitly teach changing a display duration for a particular 
image displayed in a display region in response to editing a duration value by a user, the 
duration value being displayed along with the images that were collectively displayed, as well as 
the duration value being changed by the use of a graphic fader. 

Jojic teaches a system for the sequential display of image files similar to that of Morris 
and Iwema. Furthermore, Jojic teaches changing a display duration for a particular image 
displayed in a display region in response to editing a duration value by a user, the duration 
value being displayed along with the images that were collectively displayed, as well as the 
duration value being changed by the use of a graphic fader, taught as the use of a playback 
speed bar allowing the user to adjust the display duration of images, at col. 3, lines 6-16. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Morris, Iwema and Jojic before him at the time the invention was made to modify 
the sequential media presentation of Morris and Iwema to include the playback speed bar of . 
Jojic. One would have been motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of greater 
user control over a presentation. 



Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/635,746 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2173 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (571) 272-4055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael Roswell 
9/26/2007 
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